
P.O. Box 86 
Rockford, IL 61105 

November 2,2001 

TO: 

ILLINIOS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
527 E. CAPITOL AVENUE 
SPRINGFIELD, IL 62701 .@/-03?a , 

DEAR SrR/MADAM: 

TO: 
DONNA M. CATON, CHIEF CLERK 
CC: Administrative Law Judge Sainsot 

1. 
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I will go through you, If you could forward this letter to administrative law Judge 
Sainsot. 

Dear Judge Sainsot, 

I put in a request to substitute, I feel that you are favorable towards Com-Ed The 
paragraph in the letter October 10"' 2001, were it says NOTICE IS ALSO GIVEN THAT 
COMPLIANCE WITH OUTSTANDING DISCOVERY REQUEST IS SUSPENDED 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE, 

IF IT IS SUSPENDED, THEN FROM MAY UNTIL THE OCTOBER loTH 2001, 
DATE OF THE LETTER, MEANS, THAT DISCOVERY WAS OPEN, THEN 
WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE? I HAVE COMPLIED, AND GIVEN THREE 
PACKETS OF EXHIBITS, WHICH ARE VERY RIGHTOUS, MEANING IT 
SHOWS COM-ED VERY WRONG, 
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COM-ED HAS PRODUCED NOTHING, THAT IS BREAKING YOUR COURT 
ORDER, I N  THE LAST HEARING, COM-ED HAD A PROPOSED SQARE FOOT 
MEASUREMENT O F  A TWO THOUSAND (2000) SQARE FOOT BUILDING, 
THAT THEY SAID I REQUESTED IN 1992, BUT IT WAS ON THEIR LETER 
HEAD, THEY HAD NO PLANS OF MINE. I ALSO, SAW THE SAME LETTER 
IN THE HANDS OF ATTORNEY PHIL MOCK, ASSOCIATE OF ATTORNEY 

EVER CONTACTED THEM, THE ATTORNEYS THAT I HAD REPRESENTING 
ME, STATED THEY HAD CONVERSATION WlTH COM-ED. 

IN THE STATEMENT OUTSTANDING DISCOVERY REQUEST ARE 
SUSPENDED UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE, CAN ONLY BE FAVORABLE TO 

DAVE NEAL. THE ATTORNEY FROM COM-ED, STATED NO ATTORNEYS 

COM-ED, BECAUSE: 

A. THEY CANNOT PRODUCE ANY DISCOVERY, BECAUSE AS WE ALL 
KNOW AFTER THESE LAST MEETINGS, THEY HAVE NONE, THEY 
ARE AS WRONG AS THEY CAN BE, BUT THEY ARE POWERFUL, AND 
NOT RIGHT. 

2. DEAR JUDGE SAINSOT, WHY DON'T I GET AN ATTORNEY, WHO 
CAN DEAL WITH COM-ED, AND YOU CAN BE PART OF IT TO SEE 
THAT IT IS DONE FAIR. 

SINCERELY. 

2 I - d  4 A.4- 
Frank G Saladino 


